The article provides an analysis of scholarly contributions to 11 hospitality and tourism refereed journals for the years [2002][2003][2004][2005][2006] 
INTRODUCTION
The perceptual status of departments, programs, schools, and colleges within universities is based to some extent upon the ability of affiliated researchers to create and disseminate new knowledge (Trieschman, Dennis, Northcraft & Niemi, 2000) . Academic excellence is a term associated with many programs and departments of institutions that are recognized as possessing high quality research output (e.g., Neary, Mirrlees & Tirole, 2003) . By and large, institutional ranking for specific programs is typically determined by national and international research publication records (Arpan, Raney & Zivnuska, 2003) . Faculty members within these institutions often manage their research productivity independently with minimal guidance from institutional administrators (Bowen, 2005) . The rankings based on research records and the independence associated with the research agenda is no exception for programs of hospitality and tourism management.
Pressure often accompanies a research stream. Embedded in this pressure are expectations that the researcher used sound methodologies, employed rigorous statistical testing, helped with the creation of theory and/or supported or refined current theories and finally, studied areas considered important to the respective research specialization of each faculty.
Additionally, most tenure granting institutions set a goal for expectations regarding research output. Beginning tenure-track researchers might seek or be granted institutional support to assist in the development of a narrowly focused research stream. Tenured professors seem to independently evolve toward more pragmatic insights used to investigate and solve problems (Bolton & Stolcis, 2003) . For these reasons, pre-tenured professors commonly experience pressure to produce quality research streams as the means of attaining career security and progression (Cheng, Chan & Chan, 2003) . Thus the measurement of output across time by institutions and by various journals becomes an important activity for understanding contributions to knowledge as well as for various ranking reports that are produced for purposes of comparing programs and institutions.
Due to the importance of monitoring research progression, this article presents a five-year snapshot (2002) (2003) (2004) (2005) (2006) of research contributions to 11 prominent hospitality and tourism journals.
The snapshot is based on a blend of journals including hospitality journals, tourism journals and journals with an international focus. Based on this and because a previous study was being extended, the following journals were chosen for the analysis. First, the article presents the top 100 programs by instances also reporting total authors by institution. Secondly, the article serves as an update and an extension to a former JHTR study by , which featured an examination of the contributions to the same journals by academic institutions during the period starting from the year 1992 through the year 2001. Aside from adding the top 100 universities and updating portions of the information since , the researchers highlight significant changes in current five-year trends as compared with the former 10-year period previously reported.
LITERATURE REVIEW
A number of content analyses with varying themes were published during the 1980s and 1990s. Dann, Nash and Pearce (1988) Reid and Andereck (1989) provided a content analysis of publications within three tourism journals (JTR, Annals, & TM) . A later study reviewed publications found within five leading hospitality journals (Crawford-Welch & McCleary, 1992) , which was later replicated by Baloglu and Assante (1999) showing that there was an increase in the use of multivariate statistics from earlier research. Other studies presented findings among either tourism or hospitality publications (Hing & Dimmock, 1997) . These studies though similar to this one were focused on a fewer number of selected journals.
The narrow scope of earlier studies may have been reflective of the limited number of existing hospitality and tourism journals during those years. There has certainly been a recent proliferation of additional academic journals in the field in more recent years. Some report the existence of between sixty and ninety possible journals related to tourism, hospitality, and business as publication avenues for hospitality and tourism research. Though the scope has broadened from previous studies, the authors acknowledge the multiple outlets for publication and refrain from making sweeping generalizations related to total publication records. This keeps the focus of this article and the subsequent rankings on only the 11 journals analyzed.
Some content analysis studies report findings that focus on a single publication, usually a commonly known premier journal such as Annals (e.g., Xiao & Smith, 2006) . The obvious limitation to single publication studies involves the exclusion of other tourism research outlets.
Other studies presented analyses of research activities across a limited number of tourism journals (e.g., Annals, JTR, & TM) during the eighties (Sheldon & Collison, 1990; Sheldon, 1991) . While the aforementioned studies provided findings representative of a broader range of publication outlets, the exclusive focus on tourism journals fails to account for productivity on the part of hospitality researchers.
Certain hospitality researchers conduct studies directly related to hotel, restaurant, airline, resort, spa, and casino operations (Sturman, 2005) . For others, the primary focus concerns traditional business disciplines, such as finance, marketing, and human resource management.
The latter group of researchers would be more likely to publish in both hospitality and nonhospitality refereed journals (Schmidgall & Woods, 1993) . It has been suggested that content analysis research should consider broader ranges of publication outlets to account for the varied venues of hospitality researchers (Roberts & Shea, 2005) . The readership of certain hospitality journals includes practitioners and academics (Newman, Scoffer & Kay, 2001) . It has been reported that a number of educators and students frequently review the hospitality literature to acquire information concerning lectures, student assignments, research information, and professional development (Schmidgall & Woods, 1996) . Research contributions to the content analysis literature appear to focus on quality and quantity related issues. Furthermore, many departments or programs are mixed between researchers espousing specialties in hospitality and tourism. This enhances the relevance for reviews including hospitality, tourism and journals with varied content including studies in hospitality and tourism.
Researchers have advocated citation analysis as a method to determine both quantity and quality of publications (Woods & Schmidgall, 1995) . The quantitative aspect appears in the number of times authors are cited in later contributions to the literature. Weaver and McCleary (1989) (Howey, Savage, Verbeeten, & Van Hoof, 1999) . The qualitative aspect is founded on the argument that suggests that higher quality works will be cited more frequently. In this sense, prominence is noted as those authors whose work is cited by other scholars in the production of new research. Also, journals with higher rankings tend to become more available within academic databases and are more commonly accessed in citation indices. Finally, studies conducting citation analysis still warn about the possible misinterpretations that can come from these studies adding to our argument for a variety of multi-method rankings and ratings to be performed (Jamal, Smith & Watson, 2007) .
During the 12th Annual Graduate Education and Graduate Student Research Conference in Hospitality and Tourism (2007) held in Houston, Texas, Dr. Kaye Chon, an editor of multiple journals (e.g., JHTR, JTTM) in the hospitality and tourism field, shared helpful tips for graduate students regarding the publication of work. Dr. Chon further discussed the evolvement of current journals and provided his opinion on the current top tier journals. According to Dr. Chon, the top-tier journals include IJHM, JHTR, TM, & Annals. Hence, various ranking processes of journals have become the concern of contributors to the literature because journals that are more available in databases may be available to a broader range of readership. These are more likely to be found and more likely to be cited than journals that are not as accessible.
As suggested, there are many different beliefs regarding publications and scholarly activity. One study reported that 37 percent of Council of Hotel Restaurant Institutional Education (CHRIE) respondents (program directors) admitted to the hierarchical rankings of refereed journals within their institutions (Ferreira, DeFranco & Rappole, 1994) . It has been suggested that ranking studies could differentiate classification according to pure research journals and applied management journals (Roberts & Shea, 2005) . Others contended that journals should be rated on readership frequency, scientific and practical relevance, and overall reputation among academics (Pechlaner, Zehrer, Matzler & Abfater, 2004) . Another assertion prescribed rigorous and sophisticated quantitative research as the primary quality measurement of hospitality journals (Crawford-Welch & McCleary, 1992) .
There has been some criticism of publication counting methods being used to report research productivity. Some researchers contend that counting methods are too subjective in terms of journal selection, timeframes, and sampling procedures (Losekoot, Verginis & Wood, 2001 ). However, the publication counting method has been frequently used to measure research quality and quantity (Wood, 1995) . The publication counting method remains a standard practice within academic institutions as many times the counting of articles is done to add objectivity to the documents disclosing requirements for tenure and promotion of faculty. Though healthful and professionally cynical debate surrounding the best methods for assessing research output of institutions continue, many studies employ publication counting or frequency methods to measure the quantity of contributions. Finally, to overcome a portion of the quality argument, these journals are all blind reviewed securing the fact that the work meets the minimum criteria of each representative editorial review board associated with each particular journal.
Researchers using the counting method to report publication frequencies may ameliorate limitations by expanding the number of selected journals and by providing data on varied timeframes. For this reason, the authors chose to review 11 journals over a period of five recent years, which updates and extends the recently published article by 
in the
Journal of Hospitality and Tourism Research. This update also allows for the selection of the top 100 programs according to instances in these journals. Though many general hospitality and tourism reviews have been published, none have included recent activities that provide current information concerning the 11 journals noted in this study.
METHOD
A counting or frequency method was employed to develop a recent five-year snapshot and to provide data that is comparable with the previously mentioned article .
Researchers utilized a database manager with Microsoft Office Excel. They counted and recorded all of the necessary information into a database. One researcher coded or entered the articles by journal into the database and another researcher verified the accuracy of the process by re-entering the data. Once the data was entered, the researchers started the counting process for instances, authors and institutions. Two researchers were in charge of a database. When the tables were constructed these researchers compared data from their respective databases. When inconsistencies existed, the researchers recounted the area for inconsistencies (i.e., recounting where inconsistencies were uncovered) until the database was deemed accurate. The third reviewer provided oversight to the steps of the two researchers who were constructing the database as a further check for accuracy in logic and reason.
The reviewed journals are refereed and have over 10 volumes of publishing history. The general hospitality journals included: CHRAQ, FIUHR, JHLM, and JHTR. The travel and tourism journals included: Annals, JTR, and TM. A final group of journals was added to enhance breadth and international viewpoints also replicating the logic of the previous study . These journals included: the IJCHM, IJHM, JHTE, and the JTTM. As mentioned earlier, an inclusive list of journals examined here is listed in Table 1 .
The selected journals employ a double-blind peer review process for manuscript selection providing an assumption that the published articles possess appropriate quality levels Rutherford & Samenfink, 2002b) . It was not the intent of the researchers to analyze the quality but rather the quantity of articles published. A count was conducted using a procedure that provides actual numbers of instances (i.e., instances of articles, and instances of authors). This method is unlike other methods that use the number of citations or total volume and has been used and justified by other authors (e.g., Barry, 1990; Sheldon, 1991) . The researchers analyzed total output of institutions and authors through counting the instances of articles and authors represented across the analysis period and across the journals analyzed.
"Instances" refers to the number of times a university or author is represented in a journal. The study analysis used "university instances," "article instances," and "author instances," as the primary units of analysis in this study. For example, if an article were cowritten by an author from Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University and an author from Purdue University that would be counted as one "university instance" for each Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University and one "university instance" for Purdue University.
Also, credit for an article is not adjusted based on multiple authored papers; though some have called for fractional awarding of credit by multiple authors, no partial credit was calculated in this analysis, keeping with past output reviews (e.g., Barry, 1990) . As a quality check and also another metric, the number of articles counted to provide readers with a comparison between the number of articles and instances.
RESULTS

A World Ranking of the Top 100 Programs by Research Instances (2002-2006)
The top 100 universities that provided the most instances by journal article are presented in Table 2 . It also presents the total number of contributing author instances and the total number of articles from an institution. In the case of a tie in instances of articles, the total instances of authors were used. In the case of a tie between article instances and instances of authors, the number of articles was used. No same rank was given to institutions unless they had equal instances, authors, and articles. This was simply done in an effort to reduce confusion and to provide a unique number ranking for as many institutions as possible. Table 2 In this regard, Table 4 will be inflated by those journals with the most authors across regions.
__________
Since journals are published in various times and according to various rules with some featuring many short research briefs, research in progress, and research in full sections, no conclusions can be drawn about the contributions of the journals from the data presented. Table 4 The contributions to journals by geographic area were tabulated in an effort to observe the most significant contributors by region across the 11 journals analyzed. The totals by region across the 11 journals are given in Table 3 , both listed by percentages and absolute totals. Of course, the location of the editor of the journal and the country represented may have some impact on the authors publishing in that journal. As can be seen in Table 4 , certain journals based out of North America have a solid number of contributors from North America including, but not limited to, CHRAQ, JHTE and FIUHR. The biggest difference in these findings as compared to the 10-year period analyzed by was that Asia has become a substantial contributor across 11 journals going from 6.3% (see ) of all contributions in the period analyzed by to approximately 15% of all contributions to these journals over the five-year period analyzed. This indicates that Asia is the continent with the fastest rate of growth in research contribution which is no surprise given the rankings and changes in the earlier tables. While this article does not attempt to assess overall rankings or quality issues among institutions, the information indicates output trends across the 11 journals by the most frequently contributing institutions allowing for the creation of the top one hundred list of contributing universities to hospitality and tourism research. The measurements presented in this study can be used for many reasons including but not limited to 1) assisting hospitality educators in identifying research contributions across certain journals, 2) assisting would-be doctoral students with research information by program, and 3) showing changes in contribution at various institutions (e.g., an increasing, decreasing, or stable productivity) over a number of year.
Future studies might produce content analyses to include qualitative and quantitative reports on varying aspects of hospitality and tourism research contributions. Additionally, tables could be included that adjust for single-author versus multiple-author contributions, which is a limitation of this current study as compared to the study which featured three levels of frequency of contributions by authors. Additionally, as research databases become more sophisticated, it is more possible for studies to offer information broader in scope than a few journals. For example, some highly specialized institutions may contribute a great deal but to only a select few journals. A more comprehensive database may reveal this information and allow for more comprehensive valuations related to contribution by quality and quantity to be made across programs. Other topics of future interest would be to analyze institutional contributions by subject matter (i.e., tourism, human resource, finance, guest services, marketing etc.), methods employed (i.e., qualitative or quantitative techniques), and to identify the expertise of scholars at different universities in a more useable format that would be helpful for the identification of scholars based on specialty area (i.e., most frequent contributing tourism scholar). This would also prove useful for potential graduate students desiring to select schools based on a focused area of research concentration. Finally, a tiered system of journals combined with a sole versus multiple author reduction may again provide more realistic examples of the work being carried out by various institutions.
The tables by region raise some interesting research questions that merit further investigation as well Ryan, 2005) . Are the regions that contribute very little to the research also under researched? If this is the case, scholars may attempt to focus international research efforts towards investigations in the geographic regions that have contributed less to the research efforts. Though many of these may not be surprising as they are lesser developed countries, the output can still provide helpful information in determining where research efforts are needed. This may serve those regions well if it could be surmised that those not contributing are under researched and so may need various research output more than other regions that are thoroughly studied.
Regardless of the varying arguments surrounding methodologies, the continued practice of analyzing hospitality and tourism research production provides insights concerning current trends in research. The existing patterns of program expansion and globalization make this an interesting time period to produce studies to track the dissemination of scholarly publications.
The fields of hospitality and tourism combine to form a relatively young discipline in comparison to more established academic areas. The proliferation of additional journal titles lends evidence to the assertion that the field is constantly expanding. Future content analyses will provide more insightful snapshots of recognizing development patterns in the hospitality and tourism knowledge base and can help further development the knowledge base in the hospitality and tourism field (Jamal et al., 2007) . (1992) (1993) (1994) (1995) (1996) (1997) (1998) (1999) (2000) (2001) (2002) (2003) (2004) (2005) (2006) 
